








































































































































とになる(Herzog，1989， 1992; R.Kaplan & S. 
Kaplan 1989; R.Kaplan， S.Kaplan & Brown， 



























































































らなされている (Herzog，Kaplan & Kaplan， 
1976)。景観に対する応答は、 directperceptions 
とcognitiveevaluationsの区別と両経路の相互
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The present study attempts to construct an information-processing model for ‘kansei' evaluation: 
the predictor model. An experiment was conducted to ascertain the validity of this theoretical 
position. Preferences for urban environments containing contemporary buildings， tended nature， 
ordinary natural setting， and so on， were studied as a function of eight predictor variables: 
spaciousness， refuge， coherence， legibility， complexity， mystery， identifiability， and nature. Regres-
sion analyses revealed three variables as independent positive predictors of preference: mystery， 
coherence， and legibility， and one variable as negative predictor: complexity. The results support 
the usefulness of the predictor model of environmental preference. 
